Economists have demonstrated considerable can be characterized by Thorstein Veblen's criconcern with the appropriateness of profit maxitique: "The end of acquisition and accumulation mization as a sole firm objective." Agricultural is conventionally held to be the consumption of economists have adopted suggestions of economic the goods accumulated. . ." [22, p. 35] . As an altheorists in writings on production economics; for ternative, Veblen argued that the status or honor example, Heady relaxed the objective of profit associated with particular economic activities must maximization to incorporate preferences for family be considered; "The motive that lies at the root of consumption and risk aversion [8] . Production ownership is emulation; ... The possession of economics research has supported the theoretical wealth confers honor, it is an invidious distinction" reasoning for multiple firm objectives; in a recent [22, p. 35] . A particular topic for which Veblen's article, Lin, Dean, and Moore state ". ..empirical concepts may be appropriate is the level of the studies explicitly employing the profit maximizabeef cow-calf enterprise in Georgia. Past studies tion hypothesis ... have generally provided results on maximum profit farm organization have indiinconsistent with observed or plausible behavior" cated that beef cows are not competitive with other [11, p. 497] . Previous studies incorporating multienterprises [1, p. 7] . 2 However, beef cattle are pie objectives in analysis of agricultural producnow an important agricultural enterprise in Geortion have largely been concerned with the general gia-cattle and calves have been the third or theoretical categories suggested by Heady. Lin, fourth largest commodity source of gross farm Dean, and Moore considered profit maximization income in the 1970's [20, pp. 54-55] . This paper and risk aversion [ 11] . Patrick and Eisgruber conexplores implications of Veblen's concepts for the sidered accumulation of net worth, annual net level of beef cattle production in the Georgia income for consumption, leisure, and risk-taking Piedmont. In particular, the hypothesis that a beef [14] ; Hatch, Harmon, and Eidman included eight cattle herd has direct utility to a farm operator, similar goals in their analysis [6] . These studies in addition to its income producing capacity, is have followed the tradition in micro-economic formulated into a multi-objective model of farm theory of separate production and consumption organization. The model is evaluated for a repredecision-making. While previous analyses have desentative farm situation. parted from the perfect knowledge, static basis of conventional micro-economics, the major inter-CONSPICUOUS PRODUCTION action between production and consumption deci-AND BEEF CATTLE HERDS sions concerns the level and variability of income available for consumption.
Veblen's concepts, as presented in The Theory Current production economics conceptions of Leisure Class [22] , hypothesized that economic Wesley N. Musser is an assistant professor of agricultural economics, Neil R. Martin, Jr., is an agricultural economist with the Commodity Economics Division, Economic Research Service, USDA, and James 0. Wise is an associate professor of agricultural economics at the University of Georgia. 1 McGuire has an exhaustive survey of literature on critiques of and alternatives to the economic theory of the firm advanced before 1964 (12] . 2Research for other geographical areas--for example, Illinois [21] , Missouri [10] , Nebraska [16] , Louisiana [17] rank correlation between number of beef cows per preceive that status of production activities in genacre of land in farms and percentage of farms eral could influence production decisions. For this larger than 260 acres is 0.474. In part, this associapaper, Veblen's concepts are broadened to include tion reflects the same resource allocation process conspicuous production, defined as production acthat resulted in Western specalization in beef-the tivities associated with improvement of social status rank correlation between cows per acre and perrather than maximizing or stabilizing income. 3 centage of unimproved land in farms is 0.731. 4 The existence of conspicuous production of beef However, it is likely that beef cows were concencows can be based on an historical relationship trated on larger farms within each county in addibetween beef cattle production and other attributes tion to being concentrated in counties with a higher of social status in agricultural social systems. As percentage of unimproved land. Data in Table 1 with many social institutions, this association was demonstrate the 1950 concentration of beef cattle largely based on previous technological and ecoon farms with larger gross sales as compared with nomic conditions. For purposes of understanding dairy cows and swine. The percentage of beef cows current beef production levels, the past imputation on Class I-III farms was higher than that of milk of status to the beef cow enterprise could still exist, cows and swine on Class I-III farms and lower on even though modern production practices and opthe Class IV-VI farms. portunities have greatly altered. This proposition is Thus, both national and state production of in full accord with Veblen's analysis. His position beef cows have been associated with large agriulis that "Institutions are products of the past protural units. Historical imputation of status to beef cess, are adapted to past circumstances, and are cow herds is therefore quite plausible, considering therefore never in full accord with requirements of size and income levels are standard rural indicators the present" [22, p. 133] . Therefore, past patterns of status. Given the recent existence of this pattern, of beef cattle productions would suggest the current farmers today would be expected to be conspicuexistence of conspicuous production.
ously producing beef cows. The plausibility of status from beef cattle production can be readily documented with historical AN ECONOMIC MODEL writings and data. According to Zimmermann, com-CONSPICUOUS PRODUCTION mercial beef cattle production in the United States began as a range or ranch enterprise with exten-
The impact of conspicuous production on farm sive land utilization for grazing purposes and large organization can be analyzed with an adaptation land holdings per firm. In part, this size was a of the standard neoclassical model of the firm. result of achieving sufficient scale to earn an inTo allow preferences for particular enterprises, a come comparable with other agricultural enterutility function is maximized subject to a producprises. Initial concentration of beef in semi-arid tion function and a profit function: or arid climates further increased the land size re-(1) Maximize U = U (Xi, r) quired to earn opportunity costs for nonland resubject to F(X 1 , X, . and Xi is the level of an enterprise subinvolves a larger investment than a farm. . ." [5, ject to conspicous production. A behavioristic approach is adopted for the The optimal rate of product transformation empirical evaluation of the conspicuous production between Xi and Xk can be derived from necessary model for beef cow production in the Georgia conditions for optimization. After taking the total Piedmont. Production possibilities for a represendifferential of (1), setting dU = 0, and holding tative firm are estimated and associated with difother output and inputs constant, equation (3) can ferent forms of utility functions. Empirical apbe derived:
plicability of different formulations of objectives 5 Equation (2) is derived from the necessary conditions for profit maximization for a multiple product firm. Henderson and Quandt (9, pp. 72-75) and Cohen and Cyert (4, pp. 122-128) have a formal development of this relationship. 6Equation (3) is a more general statement of the optimal rate of product transformation than (2) . If the firm owner only derives utility from profits, U = 0 and (3) is equivalent to (2) . are then contrasted with actual level of beef cow
Figure 1. PRODUCTION FRONTIER FOR
enterprises for farms of similar size.
BEEF COWS AND PROFITS FOR A REPRESENTATIVE FARM IN THE Estimation of a Production Possibilities Frontier GEORGIA PIEDMONT
The production possibilities frontier for this Prfi analysis was derived with linear programming 10 .2 B methods suggested by Mundlak [13] . First, a 9 standard linear programming problem is maxi-9 mized for one objective such as profits; then a 90 problem is maximized for a second objective with 8.6 the problem constrained by the first objective. For
8.2
the problem of this paper, the second linear program would be of the form expressed in Equation (4) Chung-Hing [3] . Activities in the model reflected 10 ,039 17 11.22 current production possibilities in the Georgia presented in Table 2 . profits. Resources available to the representative Within the range of consicuous production, points C or D would be expected to approximate the cases had more than 50 cows, which is within the optimal level of beef cow production. Rates of the utility maximization range of the theoretical transformation included in Table 2 optimal organization was in the range of 71 beef four had 20 to 49 beef cows, seven had 50 to 99 cows and profits of $9,332 compared to 16 cows cows, and six had no cows (2) . The most striking and profits of $10,041 at profit maximization. The feature of this tabulation is the absence of any rate of substitution between profits and beef cows herds of less than 20 cows. This is in the range under utility maximization is approximately $20 of the profit maximizing herd size for the repper cow. Survey data on beef production in the resentative analytical farm. In addition, nearly half Georgia Piedmont collaborated the utility maxi-mization result.
separation of production and consumption deciLimitations of this analysis must be stressed.
sions for analytical ease can severely limit the In particular, alternative multiobjective formulavalidity of production analysis in the presence of tions to reflect risk aversion and/or income tax historical relations between status and inclusion management, could also be consistent with diof certain commodities in the production process. vergence from profit maximization. Further analyOther commodities may also currently have posisis of alternative formulations is necessary to fully tive or negative utility to farm operators. If these evaluate the importance of Veblenesque behavior preferences are correlated with relative variability in beef production both in Georgia and in other of enterprise outputs, production patterns based states.
on personal preferences may be attributed to risk Methodology utilized in this study has implicaaversion. Thus, consideration of personal prefertions for production economics research in topics ences is important for valid agricultural production other than beef cattle production. Conventional forecasting and policy prescription.
